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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . This action is responsive to communication: Amendment, filed on 02/21/2007. 

2. Claims 1 has been amended. Claims 12-15 are new. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claim1-15 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 

failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 

regards as the invention. Claims 1,14 and 15 claims the executing said operation on 

first processor/ first service application in said distributed processing system and 

executing said nested operation on a second processor/second service application in 

said distributed processing system", however, it is unclear if the operation and nested 

operation are the same. Proper clarification is need. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a 
whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having 
ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1 -1 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over by 
Norton et al. (U.S 20030140332) hereinafter "Norton" in the view of Fuh et al. 
(20040073870) hereinafter "Fuh" and further in view of Crawford et al. (Patent No. 
5,261095) hereinafter "Crawford". 

For claim 1, Norton teaches "a method for use in a distributed processing system to 
specify an application service comprising; defining a schema comprising an operation 
having a plurality of arguments, the schema having a nested operation" (See paragraph 
[0027], code sample 1 and 4) 

Norton does not explicitly teach, "Validating said the operation's signature" 
However, Fuh teaches "Validating said the operation's signature" (See paragraph 
[0057-0095], fig.4&1 6). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in that art at the time of the invention 
to modify Norton with teachings of Fuh to make sure documents fit within the described 
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model of a class of documents and also ensure the compliance prior to their use in data 
storage and processing. 

Norton and Fuh do not explicitly teach "Executing said operation on first processor in 
said distributed processing system and executing said nested operation on a second 
processor in said distributed processing system". 

However, Crawford teaches "Executing said operation on a first processor in said 
distributed processing system and executing said nested operation on a second 
processor in said processing system" ([Col. 2, lines 3-7, Col. 2, lines 37-42] 

Therefore it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to 
combine teachings of Norton and Fuh with Crawford's teachings of partitioning a 
computer software program and using more than one processor. Crawford teaches, 
multiple processor; each capable of independent action. Wherein the combination of 
Norton, Fuh and Crawford could enhance executing a schema operation on different 
processors and also validating the operation on each processor with each processor 
optimized to perform its assigned task, which results in the program execution time 
been substantially reduced. 

For claim 2, this claim is rejected on grounds corresponding to the argument give above 
for rejected claim 1 above. Norton and Crawford do not explicitly teach "comprising 
validating the operation's payload after validation of the contents of the payload". 
However, Fuh teaches "comprising validating the operation's payload after validation of 
the contents of the payload" (See paragraph [0057-0095], fig.4&16). 
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For claim 3, this claim is rejected on grounds corresponding to the argument give above 
for rejected claim 1 above. Norton teaches " wherein defining a schema comprising an 
operation having a plurality of arguments comprises defining a schema having a 
plurality of nested operation" (Code sample 1). 

For claim 4, this claim is rejected on grounds corresponding to the argument give above 
for rejected claim 3 above. Norton teaches "wherein defining a schema comprising an 
operation having a plurality of nested operations comprises defining a schema having 
one or more nested operations in one or more of said nested operations" (Code sample 
1-3). 



For claim 5, this claim is rejected on grounds corresponding to the argument give above 
for rejected claim 2 above. Norton and Crawford do not explicitly teach "wherein 
validating said schema further includes validating said nested operation". 
However, Fuh teaches "wherein validating said schema further includes validating said 
nested operation" (See paragraph [0057-0095], fig.4&16). 

For claim 6, this claim is rejected on grounds corresponding to the argument give above 
for rejected claim 3 above. Norton and Crawford do not explicitly teach "wherein 
validating said schema further includes validating said plurality of nested operations". 
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However, Fuh teaches "wherein validating said schema further includes validating said 
plurality of nested operations"(See paragraph [0057-0095], fig.4&16). 

For claim 7, this claim is rejected on grounds corresponding to the argument give above 
for rejected claim 4 above. Norton and Crawford do not explicitly teach "wherein 
validating said schema further includes validating said one or more of said nested 
operation in one or more of said nested operations". 

However, Fuh teaches "wherein validating said schema further includes validating said 
one or more of said nested operation in one or more of said nested operations"(See 
paragraph [0057-0095], fig.4&16). 

For claim 8, this claim is rejected on grounds corresponding to the argument give above 
for rejected claim 1 above. Norton teaches "the step of generating a program to perform 
the defined operation" (See paragraph [0006-0010]). 

For claim 9, this claim is rejected on grounds corresponding to the argument give above 
for rejected claim 1 above. Norton and Fuh do not explicitly teach "the step of 
distributing operations to one or more members of the distributed system". 
However, Crawford teaches "the step of distributing operations to one or more members 
of the distributed system" ([Col. 2, lines 3-7, Col. 2, lines 37-42]). 
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For claim 10, this claim is rejected on grounds corresponding to the argument give 
above for rejected claim 9 above. Norton and Fuh do not explicitly teach "wherein said 
step of defining a schema includes indicating one or more points where distributing 
operations is beneficial". 

However, Crawford teaches "wherein said step of defining a schema includes indicating 
one or more points where distributing operations is beneficial" ([Col. 1, lines 13-25]). 

For claim 1 1 , this claim is rejected on grounds corresponding to the argument give 
above for rejected claim 1 above. Norton teaches "wherein the step of defining a 
schema comprises defining a schema in XML" (Code sample 1). 

For claim 12, Norton and Fuh do not explicitly teach "wherein said operation and said 
nested operation are calls from a client application to a service application". 
However, Crawford teaches "wherein said operation and said nested operation are calls 
from a client application to a service application"([Col. 4, lines 27-46]) 

For claim 13, Norton and Fuh do not explicitly teaches "wherein said step of executing 
said operation further includes the steps of executing said operation at a first service 
application and executing said nested operation at a second service application". 
However, Crawford teaches "wherein said step of executing said operation further 
includes the steps of executing said operation at a first service application and 
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executing said nested operation at a second service application"([Col. 2, lines 3-7, Col. 
2, lines 37-42]) 

For claim 14, Norton teaches "defining a schema comprising an operation having a 
plurality of arguments, the schema having a nested operation and said nested operation 
representing calls from a client application to a service application". (See paragraph 
[0027], code sample 1 and 4) 

Norton does not explicitly teach "Validating said the operation's signature". 
However, Fuh teaches "Validating said the operation's signature" (See paragraph 
[0057-0095], fig.4&1 6). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in that art at the time of the 
invention to modify Norton with teachings of Fuh to make sure documents fit within the 
described model of a class of documents and also ensure the compliance prior to their 
use in data storage and processing. 

Norton and Fuh do not explicitly teach "Executing said operation in said distributed 
processing system". 

However, Crawford teaches "Executing said operation in said distributed processing 
system"([Col. 2, lines 3-7, Col. 2, lines 37-42]) 

Therefore it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to 
combine teachings of Norton and Fuh with Crawford's teachings of partitioning a 
computer software program and using more than one processor. Crawford teaches, 
multiple processor; each capable of independent action. Wherein the combination of 
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Norton, Fun and Crawford could enhance executing a schema operation on different 
processors and also validating the operation on each processor with each processor 
optimized to perform its assigned task, which results in the program execution time 
been substantially reduced. 

For claim 15, Norton teaches "defining a schema comprising an operation having a 
plurality of arguments, the schema having a nested operation". (See paragraph [0027], 
code sample 1 and 4) 

Norton does not explicitly teach "Validating said the operation's signature". 
However, Fuh teaches "Validating said the operation's signature" (See paragraph 
[0057-0095], fig.4&1 6). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in that art at the time of the 
invention to modify Norton with teachings of Fuh to make sure documents fit within the 
described model of a class of documents and also ensure the compliance prior to their 
use in data storage and processing. 

Norton and Fuh do not explicitly teach "Executing said operation at a first service 

application in said distributed processing system and executing said nested operation at 

a second service application in said distributed processing system". 

However, Crawford teaches "Executing said operation at a first service application in 

said distributed processing system and executing said nested operation at a second 

service application in said distributed processing system"([Col. 2, lines 3-7, Col. 2, lines 

37-42] 
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Therefore it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to 
combine teachings of Norton and Fuh with Crawford's teachings of partitioning a 
computer software program and using more than one processor. Crawford teaches, 
multiple processor; each capable of independent action. Wherein the combination of 
Norton, Fuh and Crawford could enhance executing a schema operation on different 
processors and also validating the operation on each processor with each processor 
optimized to perform its assigned task, which results in the program execution time 
been substantially reduced. 
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Response to Argument 

6. Applicant's arguments with respect to claimsl -1 5 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

CONCLUSION 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to OLUBUSOLA ONI whose telephone number is 571-272- 
2738. The examiner can normally be reached on 10.00-6. 30PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, TIM VO can be reached on 571-272-3642. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

OLUBUSOLA ONI 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2168 




TIMVO 

SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 21 00 



